This study examines the relationship between employee's organizational reactions and deviant behaviours in the workplace. Drawing on the organizational climate and workplace deviance literatures, we hypothesize that deviant workplace behaviours of males will be significantly different from that of their female counterpart. Likewise, that there will be a significant positive relationship between employees organisational reactions and various facets of deviant behaviour in the workplace. The study was anchored on Affective Events Theory, Agency Theory and Robinson & Bennett Typology of Deviance behaviour Theory. Six hundred and ninety six employees completed the surveys. The results supported our hypotheses. First, male participants were significantly different from their female counterparts on production deviance, personal aggression, political deviance and property deviance respectively. Specifically, production deviance, personal aggression and political deviance were higher among females than males. Second, multiple regression analysis revealed that organisational reaction variables (supervision, company identification, kinds of work, amount of work, co-workers, physical work conditions and financial rewards) are significant predictors of different facets of workplace deviant behaviours among workers. Finally, mean deviant behaviours of males at both controlled work environment and less controlled work environment was higher and significantly different from that of their female counterparts. Interaction between gender and work environment control was not significant as expected. The results were discussed in the light of extant literature on deviant workplace behavior, and implications for management practices.
Introduction
Unethical and deviant workplace behaviour is becoming a prevalent problem in organisation. It is estimated that between 33 and 75 percent of all employees have engaged in aggressive behaviours such as theft, fraud, vandalism, and sabotage (Harper, 1990) . Less prevalent, yet still harmful, are aggressive behaviours such as lying (DePaulo & DePaulo, 1989) , spreading rumours (Skarlicki & Folger, 1997; Fox & Spector, 1999) , withholding effort (Kidwell and Bennett, 1993) and absenteeism (Johns, 1997) . These attitudes violate performance that result in positive outcomes for organizations. However, attention is turning to the study of behaviors at the other end of the spectrum because of their increasing prevalence and detrimental effects on organizations. Bennett and Robinson (2003) showed that the existence of three distinct research trends: (a) studies in which deviance is conceptualized as a reaction to experiences at work, (b) studies that examine deviance as a reflection of employees' personality, and (c) studies that investigate deviance as adaptation to the social context at work.
A few researches have suggested a wide range of reasons why employees engage in deviant behavior. Such studies include; negative job cognition (Lee & Allen, 2002) , perceiving injustice (Aquino, Lewis, & Bradfield, 1999; Fisher, 2000; Fox, Spector, & Miles, 2001) , negative affectivity (Skarlicki, Folger, & Tesluk, 1999) , hostile attribution, trait anger, attitude revenge (Douglas & Martinko, 2001 ). These factors are positively related to the workplace deviant behavior (Skarlicki, Folger, & Tesluk, 1999; Douglas & Martinko, 2001; Fox, Spector, & Miles, 2001 ). Robinson and Bennett (1995) used the multidimensional scaling technique to classify workplace deviant behavior. There were two types of deviances; whether the deviance was directed or targeted at either the organization (organizational deviance) or at members of the organization (interpersonal deviance). The first type, organizational deviance refers to deviant behaviors targeting the organization such as theft, sabotage, being late to work or leave early, or withdraw effort from work. The second type, interpersonal deviance refers to deviant acts toward co-workers, supervisors, and subordinates in the workplace. They include expressing behaviors like making fun of others, acting rudely, arguing, and physical aggression. Both are destructive and lead to unfavorable outcomes. These two behaviors may occur simultaneously, singly or even sequentially. In their study, they also proposed adopting different means to overcome the two kinds of deviant behaviors. Interpersonal deviance may serve social functions for organization members such as building group cohesiveness. Organizational deviance, on the other hand may build up signaling functions. To sum, only if we find out the trigger, can we resolve the dysfunctional behaviors
Theoretical Framework
Affective Events Theory (AET): Affective Events Theory is a model developed by organizational psychologists Weiss and Cropanzano (1996) to identify how emotions and moods influence job performance and job satisfaction. AET proposes that organizational events are proximal causes of effective reactions. By implication, "things happen to people in work setting and people often react emotionally to these events (Weiss & Cropanzano, 1996) . Research in recent times has suggested the hypothesized relationship between moment-to-moment emotions and outcomes such as job satisfaction, organizational commitment and intention to quit (Fisher, 1998) . The model increases the understanding of links between employees and their emotional reactions to things that happen to them at work. Work modeled includes hassles, autonomy, job demands, and emotional labour and uplifting actions of their reactions. This emotional response intensity therefore affects job performance and satisfaction. The theory suggests that affect or mood on the job' is an important component of job attitudes and an important predictor of some job behaviours (Brief & Weiss, 2002; George, 1989; George & Brief, 1992; Weiss, 2002; Weiss & Cropanzano, 1996) .
Affective events theory also proposes that stable work features such as job scope predisposes the occurrence of certain types of affect producing events. For instance, an enriched job might more often lead to events involving feedback, task accomplishment, and optimal challenge such as may lead to the emotions of pride, happiness and enthusiasm. Information about empirical relations among these variables at work has come primarily from studies using traditional between-persons correlational approaches. However, given the temporal fluctuations in mood on the job, such between-persons approaches may miss much of the variability in moods and job behaviours and obscure relations between them. Studies testing theoretical hypotheses about job affect--behaviour relationships using day-to-day and hour-to-hour fluctuations in mood and behaviours are a needed supplement to between-persons findings.
Agency theory: Agency theory holds that agents (employees) are self-interested individuals who are prone to opportunism. Opportunism relates to furthering one's immediate interests without regard to basic principles or consequences, therefore self-interest of rational individuals does not necessarily result in opportunistic behaviours (Gomez-Mejia, Wiseman, & Dykes, 2005) . There are two ways by which an agent's opportunistic behaviours can be reduced: (1) contracting on the outcome of agent's behaviour by using a performance related compensation system; and (2) creating governance mechanism that closely monitor agent's behaviour and thus increases the chances of detection and punishment. These agency theory's postulates could explain employees' behaviours whenever fraud and counter-productive behaviour are concerned, as evidenced in this study. Robinson and Bennett's (1995) typology of deviant workplace behaviours using multidimensional scaling techniques explains two major (or four types) which are organization wise and interpersonal wise. Under organisational wise are:
Typology of deviant workplace behaviours
(i) production deviance-such as leaving early, taking excessive breaks, intentionally working slow, and wasting resources
(ii) property deviance-such as sabotaging equipment, accepting kickbacks, lying about hours worked, and stealing from company.
Under interpersonal-wise are:
(i) political deviance -such as favouritism, gossiping about co-workers, blaming coworkers, and competing non-beneficially; and
(ii) personal aggression -such as sexual harassment, verbal abuse, stealing from co-workers, and endangering coworkers.
In this same study (Robinson & Benneth, 1995) results suggest that deviant workplace behaviors do not only vary along these two dimensions but that employee deviance appears to fall into four distinct categories: production deviance, property deviance, political deviance, and personal aggression, as shown in figure 1. (ii) corruption (e.g. economic extortion, illegal gratuities, conflict of interest, and bribery) (iii) asset misappropriations (e.g. check tampering, expense reimbursement schemes, cash larceny, and misuse of non-cash assets).
The employer-employee relationship is best described by the agency theory. Agency theory holds that both employee (agents) and employer (principal) are utility maximisers (Godfrey, Hodgson & Holmes, 2000) . Both employer and employee are therefore prone to opportunism (Shapiro, 2005) . Employees (agents) will behave opportunistically (deviance) if given the chance. Nonetheless, employers (principals) can reduce deviant behaviours if proper monitoring and controlling mechanisms are installed (Kidder, 2005) . Since the control environment has been previously found to influence employee fraud, it is therefore believed that the control environment may also have significant influence towards counter-productive behaviours. Tobin (2000) examined the effects of organisational structure on aggression and violence in the workplace. For organisational aggression and violence, result of the study revealed that organisational factors interact with other behavioural determinants, such as personality and individual affectivity. Through a literature review, it was submitted that structural characteristics can lead to deviant behaviour when there is an incongruence of needs/expectations and environment between the individual and the organization. According to the findings also, individuals progress along a frustration -violence continuum until intervening action is taken by the individual or the organization to overcome obstacles to goals or expectations.
In a separate study, Vardi (2001) examined the ethical climate that was prevalent in a metal-products company that employed 138 individuals, and submitted there was a strong negative relationship between the ethical climate of the organization and the ''organizational misbehaviour'' that was observed. Organizational misbehaviour was defined as ''any intentional action by members of organizations that defies and violates shared organizational norms and core societal values'' (Vardi, 2001 ). In addition, regression analysis revealed that ethical climate has more of an immediate impact on behaviour than overall organizational climate (Vardi, 2001 ). Peterson (2002) conducted a study to determine whether deviant workplace behaviour could possibly be predicted from the ethical climate of an organization. Once again, the Ethical Climate Questionnaire (ECQ) was used to determine the ethical climate of organizations of the respondents. In order to determine workplace deviance, a survey was conducted, similar to that used by Robinson and Bennett (1995a, b) , which included three items from each of the four classifications described above. The results that Peterson (2002) obtained indicated several correlations between the type of deviance and the climate identified in the organization. The clearest relationship was between Political Deviance and a Caring climate. The implication is that when employees feel that the organization is concerned with the welfare of its workers, they are less likely to experience, or engage in, Political Deviance (Peterson, 2002) .
Lee and Allen (2002) investigated the role of affect and cognitions in predicting Organizational Citizenship Behavior (OCB) and Workplace Deviance Behavior (WDB), data were collected from 149 registered nurses and their coworkers. Job affect was associated more strongly with OCB directed at individual than were job cognitions, whereas job cognitions correlated more strongly than did job affect. With respect to WDB, job cognitions played a more important role in prediction when job affect was represented by 2 general mood variables (positive and negative affect). When discrete emotions were used to represent job affect, however, job affect played as important a role as job cognition variables, thus strongly suggesting the importance of considering discrete emotions in job affect research.
Galperin (2002) conducted an empirical analysis that examines the relationship between deviance and individual, job, organisational, and cultural factors as determinants of deviance in the workplace, among six hundred and eighty-eight workers. The study proposed that the extent to which people feel confident in performing their roles would have an impact on the relationship between job factors and workplace deviance. It was hypothesised that the role breadth self-efficacy both moderates and mediates the relationship between job autonomy and deviant behaviour. Results of the study generally indicated support for the hypotheses relating to individual, job, and organisational factors.
Maureen, Ambros, Mark, Seabright & Schminke (2002) examined the relationship between injustice and workplace sabotage. Drawing on the organizational justice and workplace deviance literatures, they hypothesize that injustice will be the most common cause of sabotage, and that the source of injustice will influence the goal, target, and severity of sabotage behavior. The results generally support their hypotheses. First, injustice was the most common cause of sabotage. Second, when the source of injustice was interactional, individuals were more likely to engage in retaliation, and when the source of injustice was distributive, individuals were more likely to engage in equity restoration. Third, the source of injustice and the target of sabotage were generally the same, although this relationship was stronger for organizational targets than for individual targets. They concluded that there was an additive effect of distributive, procedural, and interactional justice on the severity of sabotage.
Lucas & Friedrich (2005) investigated individual differences in workplace Deviance and integrity as predictors of academic dishonesty college teachers. As reported, literature on deviance correlates and workplace integrity testing demonstrates that individual difference variables can be relatively strong predictors of a range of counter-productive work behaviours. Appelbaum, Laconi & Matousek (2007) also examined the impact of negative workplace deviant behaviours (those that violate organisational norms, policies or internal rules and positive workplace deviant behaviours (those that honorably violate them) on organization. Results showed that regardless of whether negative deviance is overt or implicit, it has negative consequences for the entity and its affiliates.
Browning (2009) conducted an exploratory study into deviant behaviour among service encounter front-line employees. The findings of the study indicated that the customer's attitude and behaviour are key factors that influence front-line employees to engage in acts of deviance. Muafi (2011) examined the causes and consequence of deviant workplace behavior. Using a sample of 101 operational staff, the results showed that: (a) intent to quit, dissatisfaction and company contempt have positive effect on deviant workplace behavior, (b) dissatisfaction had positive effect on intent to quit, and (c) deviant workplace behavior had negative effect on individual performance. Further, the results suggest that deviant workplace behaviour has high implications for organization even in manufacturing firms.
Anwar, Sarwar, Awan and Aif (2011) investigated gender differences in workplace deviant behaviour among fifty lecturers of post graduate level were selected randomly for the sample. Of these respondents 26 were male and 24 were female. The results of this study reveal that the ratio of organization deviance in the university's workplace is more dominant as compared to interpersonal deviance and the male teaching staffs is more deviant at workplace as compared to female teaching staff.
Omar, Halim, Zainah, Farhadi, Nasir & Kairudin (2011) investigated the relationship between workplace deviant behaviour and other work-related stress and job satisfaction. Data were collected from 162 participants who were working as civil servants in different sectors. The results showed that both job stress and satisfaction predicted workplace deviant behaviour. A significant positive relationship between stress and workplace deviant behaviour was established. However, the study could not find significant relationship between gender, marital status and workplace deviant behaviour. In view of the wide scope coverage of workplace deviant behaviour, the current the current study investigated the relationship between reactions of workers to existing organizational climate and the incidence of deviant and fraudulent behaviours in the workplace. In order to accomplish this objective six hypotheses were formulate:
1) Deviant behaviours of males will be significantly different from that of their female counterpart.
2) There is a significant negative relationship between employees organisational reactions and production deviance in the workplace 3) There is a significant negative relationship between employee's organisational reactions and personal aggression in the workplace 4) There is a significant negative relationship between employee's organisational reactions and political deviance in the workplace 5) There is a significant negative relationship between employee's organisational reactions and property deviance in the workplace.
6) Male workers working in either controlled or less controlled organisations will report more deviant behaviours that their female counterparts.
Methods

Participants
Data were collected from 696 workers in various public and private organizations in Lagos Metropolis, Nigeria. The organizations were in various industries (e.g. communication, financial, advertising, construction, energy, manufacturing, transportation and administration). A total of 301 (43.2%) respondents were males, 395 (56.8%) were females. In the sample, 36% of the workers were aged 18-23years, 21% of 24-30 years, 26.3% were 31-42years and 19.8% aged 43years or above. The average age and job tenure was 32.2 and 6.8 years respectively. A total of 720 questionnaires were distributed, 696 returned (96.6%) with 26 not properly completed, giving a response rate of 96.6%. The responses were received over a period of two years. The demographics and employment distribution of respondents is presented in Table 1 .
Design
A correlational design was used for the study.
Instrument
Five instruments were employed for the study: In order make sure that the instrument conform to local usage, the construct validity of the items was established through the use of factor analysis. The principal component analysis was employed and varimax rotation was applied. The factor analysis for 28 adapted items produced four factors with the total variance explained of 80.35 % (Keiser-Meyer0Olkin measure of sampling adequacy was considered acceptable at 0.856). Factor loadings of 0.40 and above were considered as practically significant (Hair, Tatham, Anderson & Black, 1998 Smith et al (1969) .
Procedures
Data were gathered through personally administered questionnaire using accidental sampling at workplaces and employed students of professional master degree programme in MPIA (Masters in Pubic and International Affairs), MMP (Managerial Psychology) and MPA (Masters of Public Administration) of the faculty of social sciences, University of Lagos, Nigeria. Participation in the survey was strictly voluntary and anonymous. The permission of unit heads and lecturers of the professional students, as well as the cooperation of workers and professional students were sought. Thereafter, instructions to the completion of the questionnaire were given and the questionnaires were distributed. The questionnaire included items to measure workplace deviance, employee's fraudulent behaviours, and perceived control environment scale. In addition to the items to measure the independent and dependent variables, demographics were also included, such as age, gender, highest level of education and job cadre. Out of the 696 questionnaires, 297 were administered personally at workplaces through some HR Managers. The rest 399 were administered among employed students of professional master degree programmes in University of Lagos. Participants were briefed about (i) the purpose of the questionnaire (ii) anonymity and confidentiality of their response (iii). Participants were assured that the instrument is not a test; therefore, there were no right or wrong answers. The overall response rate of the questionnaires used in the analyses was 62% (ranging from 43% to 79% in the different work groups).
Results
The first task was to establish statistically whether there were significant gender differences in the incidence of workplace deviant behaviours. In order to achieve this, independent t-test comparison of mean difference of participant's scores on all measures was computed. The result of this is presented in Table 2 . Table 2 shows the mean and standard deviations of participant's scores in all measures of deviant and fraudulent behaviours by gender. As indicated, results in the table show significant t-ratios for the mean difference between male and female on all measures. These results implied that male participants were significantly different as compared to their female counterparts in terms production deviance and personal aggression, respectively. Mean scores of females were higher and significantly different from that of males in production deviant behaviour (mean = 35.60; SD = 5.22; and mean = 31.91; SD = 9.41) and personal aggression (mean = 16.15; SD = 6.81; and mean = 13.66; SD = 5.73). Similarly, female mean scores were higher and significantly different from that of males in political deviant behaviours (mean = 8.03; SD = 3.50; and mean = 7.40; SD = 3.02). There results have profound management implication. Male workers mean fraudulent behaviour was higher and significantly different from that of their female counterpart.
In order to examine the influence of employees' reaction to organisational climate on workplace deviant behaviours, a series of multiple regression analyses were computed, using various deviant behaviours as dependent variables as presented in Table 3 . The following models describe each regression analysis for each dependent variable. The models indicate the standardized regression weight (Beta), the standard error of estimate (SEB), the degree of freedom (df), the t-ratios and the level at which the t-ratios are significant.
(a) Model1: organisational climate as predictor of production deviance Prediction of production deviance was explored as presented in the results in Table 4 , Result revealed that production was a function employee's reaction to supervision, kinds of work, amount of work, uncertainty of career future and poor financial rewards. As indicated the t-ratio of each of these variables were significant at 0.05 levels. The coefficients of regression analysis shows significant R 2 of 0.198 (F = 21.210, at p<.05), which implies that these variables jointly accounted for about 19.8% of the observed variance in employee production deviance. The result supports hypothesis 2. Similarly, prediction of employee personal aggression was examined as presented in the results in Table 4 . Result showed that poor supervision, lack of company identification, the kinds of work people do and uncertainty of career future significantly predict personal sggression at work. As indicated, the t-ratio of each of these variables was significant at 0.05 levels for personal aggression. The coefficients of regression analysis also shows significant R 2 of 0.13.1 (F = 12.993, at p<.05), which implies that these variables jointly accounted for about 13.1% of the observed variance in employee employee aggressive behaviours in the workplace. The result supports hypothesis 3. Table 5 examines the relative contributions of the predictor variables to the prediction of employee political deviance behaviours in the workplace. Like the previous results, results indicated that supervision, company identification, kinds of work, co-workers, physical work conditions and career future were significant predictors of workplace political deviance. The result implies that these organisational reactions variables accounted for about 17.8% of the observed variance in employee political deviance behaviour, thus confirming the assumption in hypothesis 4. Table 6 . Result showed that property deviance is a function employee's reaction to their organization (lack of company identification), amount of work, poor financial rewards and uncertainty of career future. As indicated the t-ratio of each of these variables were significant at 0.05 levels. The coefficients of regression analysis shows significant R 2 of 0.055 (F = 4.982, at p<.05), which implies that these variables jointly accounted for about 5.5% of the observed variance in employee property deviance. The result supports hypothesis 5.
(b) Model 2: organisational climate as predictor of personal aggression
(c) Model 3: organisational climate as predictor of political deviance
(d) Model 4: organisational climate as predictor of property deviance
Further, influence of gender and organisational deviance and fraudulent behaviour control mechanisms on employee fraudulent behaviours was examined. In order to achieve this, a two-factor between-subject effect was computed by implementing 2x2 factorial analysis of variance. The result of this computation is presented in Table 7 . Table 7 presents the result of two-factor ANOVA computed to determine the significance of main and interaction influence of gender and work environment control mechanism on deviant behaviour. The result as presented shows that employee gender, combined with environmental control did not significantly influence the incidence of deviant behaviour among the sampled employees under investigation. Table 8 , mean deviant behaviours of female at both controlled work environment and permissive work environment (mean = 51.44; SD = 17.64, and mean = 54.77; SD = 20.14) was higher than that of their male counterparts (mean = 43.83; SD = 12.10, and mean = 52.81; SD = 15.46) even tough not significantly different. Main influence of gender and work environment control was not significant. Likewise, interaction between gender and work environment control was not significant as expected.
Discussions
Hypothesis 1 which stated that there is a significant negative relationship between employee's organisational reactions and personal aggression in the workplace is accepted except for career future. Results show that employee aggressive behaviour is a function of bad supervision, lack of company identification, poor co-workers relationships and poor physical work condition. The coefficient of regression analysis shows that these variables jointly accounted for about 13.1% of the observed variance in employee aggressive behaviours in the workplace.
The result is consistent with Tobin (2000) which reported that organisational factors interact with other behavioural determinants. According to the finding, individual progress along a frustration-violence continuum until intervening action is taken by the individual or the organization to overcome obstacles to goals or expectations.
Hypothesis 2 which stated that there is a significant negative relationship between employee's organisational reactions and political deviance in the workplace was accepted. Result revealed that political deviance was higher when supervision and company identification was poor, when amount of work, physical work condition and co-workers relationship is demeaning. The variables together accounted for about 17.8% of the observed variance in employee political deviance behaviour. This is consistent with the findings of Galperin (2002) which suggested that the extent to which people feels confident in performing their roles would have an impact on the relationship between job factors and workplace defiant behaviours.
Hypothesis 3 which stated that there is a significant negative relationship between employee's organisational reactions and property deviance in the workplace is accepted. Result showed that property deviance is a function employee's reaction to poor supervision, lack of company identification, strained co-worker relationships, poor financial rewards and uncertainty of career future. These variables as indicated, jointly accounted for about 5.5% of the observed variance in employee property deviance. This result corresponds well with Maureen, Ambros, Mark, Seabright & Schminke (2002) which examines the relationship between injustice and workplace sabotage. Result revealed that injustice will influence the goal, target, and severity of sabotage behavior. Also they find out that when injustice was interactional, people become more likely to engage in retaliation, and when the source of injustice was distributive, individuals will be more likely to engage in equity restoration. They concluded that there was an additive effect of distributive, procedural, and interactional justice on the severity of sabotage. The result amplify the finding of Lucas and Friedrich (2005) and that of Appelbaum, Laconi and Matousek (2007) which reported that negative deviant behaviours have negative organisational consequences, whether it is overt or implicit. The study thus conclude that workplace integrity testing demonstrate that individual difference variables can be relatively strong predictors of a range of counter-productive workplace behaviours.
Hypothesis 4 Male workers working in either controlled or permissive work environment organisations will report more deviant behaviours that their female counterpart was rejected. Result showed that employee gender did significantly influences the incidence of deviant behaviour among the sampled employees under investigation. Deviant behaviours reported by female employees at both perceived controlled work environment and permissive work environment was higher than that of their male counterpart. This result is not consistent with the findings of Anwar, Sarwar, Awan and Arif (2011) which submitted that the ratio of organization deviance in the university's workplace is more dominant as compared to interpersonal deviance and the male teaching staff is more deviant at workplace as compared to female teaching staff.
The result extended the findings of Lucas & Friedrich (2005) which investigated individual differences in workplace deviance and integrity as predictors of dishonesty. It further amplified the issues already reported in literature that deviance correlates positively with workplace integrity testing. Also, their finding demonstrates that individual difference variables are relatively strong predictors of a range of counter-productive work behaviours in the workplace.
Conclusion
This study examined the individual and organisational determinants of workplace deviant behaviours in the organizational workgroup setting. In particular, we focused on organisational climate as well as group member's affectivity. The results suggested that the strength of interpersonal affectivity moderated the relationship between organisational reactions and deviant behaviours. Also, high level negative reactions exacerbated workplace fraudulent behaviours for male group members, compare to female members. We consider this result to be of great importance for managers who seek to understand management implications of industrial workplace sabotage and deviant behaviours in organisations.
In order to reduce or eliminate workplace deviance to enhance business security, managers need to consider the employees reactions to organisational policies and practice, as well as the views members hold and what attract them most to the organisation. If the member's reaction to organisational practices is positive, they will be likely attracted by the harmonious relationships maintained in the workgroup. Consequently, group members may engage in deviant behaviour as a way to ventilate their dissatisfaction with the organisation or simply to retaliate upon their peers. In order to avoid this situation, managers need to build a trusting environment. When group members show high positive reactions to their organisations they tend to perform their jobs better with little or no supervision, as suggested by our findings. 
